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A  ("u AEnclosed for your information is a copy of the Decision uoti le/rinding of No Nr a'" "

Dear Part ic ipant :

significant rmpact (DN/FoNsr) for the Mill Fork coal Lease Tract. This aocument /,/
has been sent to you because you have participated in the public involvement Ee,(-4-
process for evaluation of this coal l-ease tract by the Bureau of Land Management I
and Forest service. you should have already received a copy of the ,Jr r6ve  dr lecrq .y  receJ .veq a  qopy  OI  Er Ie  I
Environmental Assessment for the tract, so we have not enclosed lnlan". copy. l.bJ&

As stated in the enclosed DN/FoNSI, i lanette Kaiser (Forest Supervisor, Manti_La
sal National Forest) has consented to competit ive leasing of the tract by BLM as
outlined in the Envj-ronment,al- Assessment, Alternatj.ve 4. By this alternative,
approximately 880 acres of Ehe d,elineated tract would, be excluded in ord,er to
protect the culinary vtater supply at Litt le Bear Spring und,er special-use permit
to the Cast le val ley Specia l  Serv ices Dist r ic t .

This  decis ion
signature page

We appreciate
to d iscuss the
please contact
the address or

Sincerely ,

is subject to appeal to the Forest Service as stated on the
of rhe DN/FONSr.

your participation in the evaluation process. rf you would l ike
Forest service decision or would rike additional information,
. fe f f  DeFreest  at  the Forest  superv isor ,s  of f ice in  pr ice,  utah at
phone number shown on the let,Lerhead*----

/s /  Donald L.  Ful lmer

for
.'ANETTE S. KAISER
Forest Supervisor

Encl-osure

D - 2 / 3
Bil l Lamb, BLM Utah stat.e office
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Jo|NTBUREAUoF|.ANDMANAGEMENT/FoRESTSERV|oE
FIND]NG OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/DECISION NONCSMNONALE

COAL LEASE APPUCATION UTU-71307
MILL FORK TRACT, LEASE.BY.APPUCATION 11

EMERY COUNTY, UTAH

USDA.FOREST SERVICE, INTERMOUNTAIN REGION
MANTI.I.A SAL NAT1ONAL FOREST
FERRON.PRICE RANGER DISTRICT

USDI-BUREAU OF TAND MANAGEMENT
UTAH STATE OFFICE

Responsible Offcials:

Janette S. Kaiser - Forest Supervisor
MantLLa Sal National Forest
599 W. Price River Drive
Price, UT 84501
(801)637-2817

G. William Lamb - State Director
USDL Bureau of Land Mangement
tJtah State Office
324 South State Street
Sak Lake CitY, t tah 84145-0155

Cooperating AgencY:

USDLOtftce of Surface Mining, Reclamation and Enforcement
1999 BroadraY, Suite 332o
Denver, CO 80202'573(l

For Further lnformdion Contaa:

J.Wade DeFreesi, District Geologist
Fenon/Price Ranger District
599 W. Price River Drive
Price, UT 84501
(8O1) 637-2817
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l. lntroduc'tlon

On February 4 1gg3, Genwal R€sources, Inc' applied to th€.BY fot leasing of 4'053 acres' under

the Lease-on-Apdb;ion process contain€d in F6deral Regulatlons 43 CFR 3425, to sdend the lil6

d their Crandall Garryon irtine. tn resPonse to the application, an interagency team delineaed the

Mill Fork Tract to Oe consiOereO for leasing. The delineded tract encompasses 6,4{0 acres, contain-

ing an estimated 68 million mfrrablo tons ol Federal coal underlying lands administered by the

Manti-La Sal National For€st. I li6 directly adiacent to the apprwed p€rmit ar€a for Gernval's

Crandall Caryon Mine. lf Genwal Resourcei, Inc. obtains th€ tract through competitive bid, it would

be rccessed through undergror,rnd workings in the adiacent Mine.

The proposed action is subiect to the following authorities: Mineral Leasing Act of 1 920, as amended;

Federat Coat L.easing;;;tdt*tts Act of rdzo lrCUan;; Multiple-Use Susained VeE Act of 1960;

Nationat Forest u*.ig"*.rnna d 1I76(NFMA);Nationat Erwironmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA);

and Federal Reguntffns € CFR 3+OO development of the lease, which is a separate permining

action, would ue suoiea to these actions and the following: Federal Land Policy and Management

Act ot 1s7G (FLPM;i;6il;Mining Control and Reclimation Act at 1977 (SMCRA); Federal

Regulations liO CffiOO to End (SMbRA Regulations), and the State of Utah Coal Mining and

Reckmaion Regulatory Program.

An ErwironmentatAssessment (E*) which discusses the effects of leasing the Mill Fork Traa (Lease

Application LmflSOt*"" pirpit"O (June, 1997) ioirn$ by the Forest Service and the Bureau of

Land Managernent teur,tiTh" CIiice of dudace laining, Reclimation and Enforcement (osM) partici-

pared o 
" "*p"r*in!ig"n 

V. The decisions recorded in this document are based on the erwiron-

mental analyses condn& in-the Environmental Assessment for the tracq the Final Environmental

lmpact Statement, Ufanti-Ua Sal National Forest (Forest Plan FEIS), 1986; and Final Environmertal

lmpact statementforthe san Rafael Proposed Resource Management Plan, 1989'-The EnvirOnmen-

tal Assessmera for Coat Lease Appficaidn UTU-71307, Mill Forklraa, b anailable through the Forest

Supervisor,s O,ffice J tfr" Uanil'f-a Sal National Forest in Price, t;tah, and the Bureau of tand

Management, Utah State O'ffice in Salt Lake City' utah'

ll. Declslons

After careful rwiew of the propcal, public commerts and the analysis contained in the. erwironmental

assessment ano tne pioida rire nJporest service has decided toconsent to, and the Bureau of Land

Management has oecioio to ofier the lease tract as described in the EA under Altemative 4' The tract

to tJe offereO tor teasing and subsequent mining under this altem*ive is described as follows:

T. 16 S., R. 6 E., SLM,
Seaion 1, SE1/4
Section 10, E1 12 El lZ SE1 14,
Seaion 11, all;
Section 12, all;
Seaion 13, all;
Section 14. all;
Sec{bn 15,EllE1lZ
Section 2. ldts 1,2 +7, E1 l2NE1 14, SWl /4NE1 /4'

N1/2SEt/4;
Sectbn A' NllZ N1PS1/2
Section 24,N1lL

Milt Fork Lease Tract DN/FONSI, Page - 2
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T. 16 S., R 7 E., SLM'
Section 6, bEl S{, S'tl2SE1/4;
Section 7, all;
Secri661 g, lit$t /4lI/V1 /4;
Se.aion 18, kG l-a NE1/4.

Containing 5,Sg0 saes, more or less, containing an ctimated 63 million minable tons of coal.

This alternative would make ddltional Federal coal reserves anailable for compaitive leasing' pro'

vide an opportunity to e)dent the life of the crandall carryon Mine, and be consistent with Forest

Service management goals and prescriptions for the area Arry lease issued would include the 18

i*""t ServicJSpecial-stipuhions ioeniined in the Forest Plan, inch.ding th€ Stipulation for lands

of the Nationat Forg Systerr Under Jurisdiction of the Depfiment of Agriculture,and 2 site-specific

lease stipulations in aOOition to stanctard lease terms (BLM Lease Form 340G12). The tro additional

sipulations limit mining within a 22 degree angle of dprv ofi the Joes Valley Fault' and require

pr&.aing the Sponedba 6uoer*a miculatumJ, a Region 4 s€nsilive species. The Forest Service

bpecialsiipu6ions pertinenttothis lease are inciuded asAppendixAdthe EA, some minorwording

cnalges have been made to stipulation 20 for clarificdion, and is dtached to this decision for

reference. Stipuldion 20 was updated to ran"A that the required bd surveys have been done. All of

the stipulations are consistent with the Forest Plan.

This ahemative woutd invotue offering the delineated ract for lease, wim the exception of about 880

acres which encompass the Ljttle aear carryon watershed. That pottion of the delineated tract which

lies within this area was exduded because-of potential that mining cqrE alter the recharge area for

fhe Little Bear Spring, a cufmary wder source for the cities of HuntinEon, Cleveland and Elmo'

llt. Declslon Fatlonale

These decisions provide for recwery of a coal resource needed for eneqy produc{ion and economic

benefit. tf leasinf of these bnds for coal mining were not allored it would shonen the life of the

Crandatf Caryo,i- mine tkety causing it to cbsJ in 5 to 7 years Thb rculd impaa existing iobs,
revenue, and tax base in emiry County. By consenting to, and otrering f|ese lands for lease, the mine

life will elilend about 17 yearsi-corninue t6 prwide iobs, and ensure bngrterm economic well being

of Emery County. tt is in tfre public irneresi to lease these lands for coal mining. The Multiple Use

Sustained yield Act d 1S60 proriOes for mineral activily on Ndionaf Forest System Lands. Altemative

4, the modified l€ase ract, wils cfiosen because it best protects the rpn-mineral resources in the

kaase area especially the lyder resources. Altem*ive 4 rcmorres the recfiarge area for the un|e Bear

spring (a cutinary wxer source) from the tease ofiering, therefore preverning mining within the Linb

Bear watershed. lt is necessary-to eliminate mining in the recharye .rea to ellure.qrotection of the

spring flouv and water qudty.-since the EA was rlleaseo to the prb[c additional.information has

become avaitable tegidirr1i the trydrology of the leass tract and b reterenced in Appendh-C

fnopono to Commints) ct-the EAThis n6r informdion turther suppdts the conclusions of the EA

inO iop""tive leasing Oe,Xtlons Similarly, new informdion has been irrcorporaed intothe Biological

Evaluation/tsiotogicat lssessment contained in the proiect file a noted h Appendix C' a no e{fect

determindion lor the spec*s wsidered was still reached'

Min Fork Lease Traa DN/FONSI, Page - 3
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Altemative 1 was not chosen because it would not har/€ met the purpose and need, and would no
hane benefrtted the local econorry bV sterilizing (bypassing) usable res€ntes, causing a mine to
close.

Ahemative 2 was not a viable or seledable altemdive in the EA. lt was irpluded for analysis and
comparison purpces onty.

Ahemaive 3 was rd chosen becar.se as il did not cffer adequate environmental Protection for the
culinary water source in Little Bear Carryon, a water source importarn to the welfare of local communi'
ties.

lV. Afiernarkag Coneldered

Based on analyses of issues raised during public scoping and by the intedisciplinary team, three
action alternatives were developed. concerns for water resources were designated as significant
issues and drove development of specific altemaives. As a resutt, the no action altemative and three
action alternatives represent a reasonable range of alternatives. The altematives are discussed on
pages ll-1 and 2 of the EA.

r Alternative I - No Action

The No Action Altemative is required biy NEPA (40 CFR 150214).

The Forest Service would not consent to, and th€ BlJl would not approre leasing the
Milt Fork Traa as submitted. Subsequentty, Altemdive 1 would not allow for mining of
the tract, and therefore not prwide coal reserves for the mine. No mitigation measures
or monitoring would be required as part cf this altemative other than meeting Forest
Plan direction, standarG, and guidelines.

Atternative 2 - OfferforLeasewith Standard BLM LeaseTerms, Condilions and Stipula-
tions (stated on Form 340G12)

The Forest Service would c€nsent to, and the 8LM would offer the tract of 6,440 acres
forcompetetive bid.The leasewould only havethe standard Blllterms, conditionsand
stipulations attached. Fores Service stipulations for proteaion of non-coat resources
would not b€ included. Thb altematiye was inctuded for analysb purposes only, as it
is not consistent wilh the Forest Plan.

Alternative 3 - Offer for Lsase with Appficaion d Special Coal l.ease Stipulations for
Protection of Non€oal Resources

The Forest Service would consent to, and the BLM would apprct\re offering the tract as
submitted for competitive bid. The lease would have the 18 SPeci{il Coal Lease Stipula-

Mill Fork Lease Tract DN/FONSI, Page - 4
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ilons ftorn Apperdh B of the Forest Plan attached to Protect non-coal resources' This

attem*ive nid,y require a Forest Plan amendment it mining rxore allored undEr Uttle
g""r C"ny* w*eisneO since it is designated a Municipal Water SuppV $WS)'

Atemaive 4 - ofier a modified tract for lease with applicdion of special coal Lease

Stipulatircns for Prct€ction of Non4oal Resources

The Forest Servics would consent to, and the BLM would ofier a modified tract for

teasinq inclr.ding the 20 stipulations dicussed on page 3. Approximately 880 acres

would-Oe remoled from tn6 base to protect the irnegrity of the Uttle Bear Carryon

watersneO antl sging. This ahemative would be s'holly corsistent with the Forest Plan'

V. Publlc PartlclPallon

projea scoping was initiated on November 19, 1996 and Concluded On December 13, 1996' scoping

included publishing notices in the Sun Advocate and Emery Courtty Progress newspapers' and

mailing teiters to interested parties. Thirty-one parties commented.

The EA for the tract and the proposed Finding of No Significant lmpact (PFONSI) were released on

June 5. 1997, with the 3(Hay @mment period-ending on.l-Yly-f,.1.997' All parties commenting during

scoping received copies ot ure EA and pFoNsl. rn-e pfortisl identified Altemative 4 as the Forest

Service prefened altemative. Eight comments, six written afi 2 verbal' were received' A list of

commentors and responses to comments are included in Appendix c cf the EA'

Vl. Flndlng ol No Slgntficant lmpact

The need for an Els is, in pan based on the potential for significant impacts as rwealed by an

anatysis d irnpacts discbdd in an environmertal .Fsessment Gn).-tt slOnificant impacts are not

disclosed in the EA, then the EA is sufficient documentation upon whbh to b?:e a finding of no

significant impact and decision. Based on tn" following oisctssion and the direct' indirect' and

cumuldive effe6s disclosed in the EA, a finding regardin!'significancd was made' lmplementation

of Altemdive 4 was determined not to Oe a m-aioifeOerat aAOn thd would significantly affect the

quality cf the human environment; therefore an irwironmental lmpact gaement is nc't needed' This

determinaion was made basecl on the following considerdions:

significance, as used in NEPA defines and requires consideration d both conten and intensity'

Context means the significance of the action must be anatyzed in several contexts suCh as the

dfected region, intereis, and lgcality. Intensity refers to the s€\rerity cf the impaas d'lsclosed in the

anatysis.

Context:

Coal mining and relaed aaivitie have been intensirre and corrsnon on the Wasatch Pldeau

Since the late 1800's; county and city govemments' and locd residents are accustomed to

these activities and their environmeniai social' and economic efiects' The potential erwircn-

mental effects to dected surface *.ourr"a are local in scope, thdis the. efrects are limited

to the Huntington drainage. Social and economic efiects are also local in scope, primarily

Mill Fork Lease Tract DN/FONSI, Page - 5
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invoMng Carbon, Errn"ry, and SanpAe counties. Some indireA economiC effeas may be

clistribrnect ebewnere as a funaion of sale and transport c,f the coal or generated power.

Individual coat teases have ranged in size from 40 to 99OS €rcres. Th€ Mill Fork Tract, as

delineated, was E{4O acrs, maXing it an average sized lease tract Additlonally, this lease

wou11 not involve arry new or unusual developm-errts; it merely provides additional roserves

for an existing min€, odending its life.

This decision is loaal in dect, short-term compared to the 100 ph'rs year history of contem'

porary human activiti€s in the area, and will not negatively eftect city and county govern-

inerni. Tharefore, in @ntert, this decision is not significant'

Intensity:

lntensity is waluated by comparing and contrasting the following ten criteria (ln bold) from

40 CFR 1508.27 with the issues and effects disclosed in the EA and proiea file.

i .lmpacb that may be both beneflclal and adverge. A elgntflcant effect may exlst even

tf the Federat agency belleveg that on balance the effect wlll be beneflclal"

The action will cre*e an important beneficial impact by maintaining the production of coal

ftom the Crandalt Carryon Mine which ensures pbs and economic tealth to local communi-

ties. Under the selected altemdive, there wiit be no significant impacts to_non-mineral

resources. Neither the benetibial or negative impacts are ercraordinary' The impacts and

benefits are typical and reasonable for underground coal mining activity on the Wasatch

Plateau.

2 The degree to whlch the proPosed ectlon afiects publlc health or safetf'

Not€d concerns lor public heatth and sdety included potential adverse impacts to the

culinary wAer source a Uinte Bear spring, anO satety of Forest userc' Under the selected

alternative, the area considered to be witilin the recharge areaforthe spring was remored

from leasirq, therebry minimizing potential risk to human health md sdety' The analysis

indicates oity mlnor nazard to Forest users would result from mining the tract'

3 'Unlque characteilstlcs of the geographlc area such as proxlmtlyto hlstorlcal or cultural

legourses, park lands, or prlme farmlands, wetlands, wild anO scenlc rlvers, or ecologl'

cally crltlcal areas'.

No significant historical or cultural resources will be etrected (EA ge.M-9.and 10)' The

entire Forest, including the Mill Fork Coal Lease tract' does not wrtain prime farmland'

rangeland and forest 6nOs lfotest Plan page ff-S4..No1do6 1p site contain floodplains'

etigloe wdesignatedwild oiscenic rivers, Jr ecologicalty critical aeas. Smallpothole-type

w€flands occur throughorJt the lease tract, brrt the anatysis detenrired thd mining will not

affect them.

4 {he degree to whlch the effects on the quallty of the human srvlronment are llkely to

be hlghlY controverslal'-

lrrformaion received during scoping and the predecisional revierr period forthe EA indic*-

ed concem for the impaas to water resources due to mining, rnd notably forthe effects

MillFork Lease Tract DN/FONSI, Page '6
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to ttlo culinary wAer sourc€ d Little Bear spring and lho.clchment area above Rilda

C"won;prings. Evalgdon cf numerous studbs on no Unle Bear spnr€ shor the com-

mon"fiv a a recharg€ sdlrce from the rK)rth{|ofttlwest The sslection ca fi8 altem*ive

designed to r€np\rs ihe recharge sourca and the watersfEd where the sprirg occurs from

tne 6ase tract win respond to arry controversv sunounding impacts to fie wder source.

Tf€re was rKr otner &nroresy iientiftect among resourc€ professionals addressing the

anticipateO direct indirect, or cumulative 8fiects, or the dectfueness d the propced

mirgition m€atilrss d*$gned to address the r€soutco bsues'

Ttre degrec fo whlch the posslble efiects on the human erwlronment are hlghly uncer'

teln or hwolve unlque ol unknown rlgkg'.

Coal mining has been a common and important el€ment of the kccal econonry and culture

since the |ate 18fl1s. The impaas c* undergrotrnd coal mining on the Forest have been

obsewed and monitored for many years, anJ Ure possible etrects and risks are well under'

stood. Enhanced underStanding ottfre bcal ecosystems and selection of the altemativeto

nraximize environmental protection efisur€s tfrat th€ human erwironment wil! not be e{fected

by unique or unknoun rbks.

'The degree to whlch the actlon may establlsh a precedent tor future actlons wllh

rlgniftcaint eftects or represents a deilslon In prlnclple about a luture conslderatlon"

The Fores plan macte the area arrailable for further consider*ion for coal leasing, and made

findings relative to unsuitability criteria Leasing of specific tracts is authorized on a case-by-

case basis, and erwironment;lanalyses are [mptaed based on site-speciftc informaion'

Coat teasing has been performed in tni3 area since 1920, therefore leasing this tract is not

preceOent-ietting. This adion will not influence future consk er*ions of coal leasing'

.lthether the actton ls related to ofher astlons whh Indlvldually InslgnmTrtt bul cumula'

thety slgnltlcant lmpacts. Slgnlflcance exlsttl lf lt ls rea3onable to antlclpate a cumula'

$rely sliniflcaril lmpact on the erwlronment Slgnlflcance cannot be avolded by termlng

an acuon temporary or by breaklng lt down Into small component Parl3"

This action, connected actions, and past, pfesent and reasonabV toplelOle future ac-

tions were determined not to be cumulatively significant GA lV-1 7 to 26)' m" El addressed

ihe cumulative effects of the existing minin! oper*ion (Chap*er l' E History' Background'

and Potential Mining Scenarios, pg. t-S), ot-her resource activilies Proposed in the vicinity

d the proiect areaiCnapter l. F.-Oher Aaivities Atreciing Cumddive lmpacts, pg' l€:

i"ol"u-rvie B, c, pg. v'et tnrough lV'26), ancl mining d the new trErt under each

aftemaive (Chaptei f a nistory, eacfgranna, and Pdentid Mining Scenaric' pg' l-5;

Appenclix a, neisonanfy Fores$abte O:eryg6pnrent Sc€natb). Efiects cil mining the n€u/

tract for each alterndive were based on a Rd,onably Formeeable Dwelopment scenario

pi*"rn.O as Appencfx B (concepual mine plan) thh iq{"d underground mining and

reasonably forseeablesu*ace disturbance. Asurtacecoatdevdopment driLLplanw?:also

torecast (Cnapter l. F. Oher Activities Affecrirg Gumulative lmpacts, pg' 1.6)' The disctls-

sircns of ii"p"ttt ln Ctnpter e consider atl activitles. the €D9ected effects are consistent

within the limits anatyzed in the Forest Plan FEIS. Underthe sebcted altemative, there will

be minimal impacts 
-on 

resources which will not lead to ctrnnrbtively signiftcant impacts.

Mi[ Fork Lease Traa DN/FONSI, Page - 7
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g .Tho dcgrcc lo whlch thc ectlon may advereely effec{ dbtrlels, lltes, hlghwaya' glruc'

CIre,oioOfectsllsted In orcllglblcfbr [rtlng tnttrc napnal Reglster olHlrtorb Placel

or mw cause 1038 or d3atrualon of dgnfficlnt 3clorilmc, culturd, or hlgtorlc trlroulc-

6t.

No knopn obiscts on or adjacent to ths l€as€ tract are listed or are eligible for the National

Register cf gir*oric Places. No significant heritage rqtourc€s will be dected by the action

(Eipug" m-Zg; Proi€ct Fib). A Foresn SeMce coal lease stipuldion prwides a measure to

irotilct-freritage resources in case they are unexpectedly encountered.

g The rlegree to whlch tha actlon may adversety affect an endangered or threatened

rpectea-or lts habltat that hae been dstermlned to be crltlcal under the Endangered

SPecler Act of 1973-

Tfle Biobgical Evaluation/BirclogicalAssessment completedforthis proiect has a no effect

determination. The US Fish and WitOtite Service was consulted on application of unsuitabili-

ty criteria, to which they concuned with the Forest SeMce finding (EA page lV€; Proiect

Fi3g). eOOitionally, they concuned with the Forest Service determination in their Juty 16th

response.

10 "lnfhetherthe actlon threatens a vlolatton ol Federat, state, or local law or requlrements

lmposed tor ihe Protectlon of the envlronmenf.

The anatysis did not identify arry adverse €ffects that threden a violation of Federal or Stae

hrrs designed to protect the environmenl

Vll. lrreverslble and lrretrlevable Commtttment of Resources

Coal is nd a renewable resource. Mining will be an ineversible comminment d the coal itself and

other energiy ttlsourGes used in the mining proc6s. Approximately 5:000'.0rry mfnalle tons of coal

will be left in fi19 ground. Under the cunent *onomic erwironment and mining technologies, benefits

from thesa reserv€ will be inetriarably lost ry excluding the Uttle Bear Carryon watershed from the

lease dering and susequent mining.

The toss of 6.2s acres of vegetation and associded wildlife habitd due to exploratory drilling would

be inetriehrabte but not ineiersibte. The drilling operdions can tyPically be compaed, including

reclamdion, in one s*lson. lt normalty takes 3 to 5 years to reestablish vegetdion on the sites, and

a totat of 5 to 1 O years for tres to become established and vegetation to blend ln with the sunounding

areas. Chang6 in elevation due to subsidence would be inanersible.

Vlll. Flndlngs Requlred by other Laws and Reguldlons

This anatysis tiers to the Forest-wide direction and management area goals an! Sanla1O-s ollh"

Fores plan and incorporates by re{erence the analysis oisctoseO in the FEIS and Record of Decision

(1986), as amended.

* The unsuitability criteria for coat mining contained in Federal Regulaions 43^CFR 3461 were

addressect in tfre Forest Plan, Forestlhn FEIS, and the EA lor thb tact No areas within

the proposed tract were determined to be unsuitabte for mining based on the criteria

Mill Fork Lease Tract DN/FONSI, Page '8
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r Th€ pdential aclverse dects d the proposal are {-ectivefy mitigat€d .by--tf* included

speciat tease stiputations and impfemintd'tion of the SMGRA Regubtions (3O CFR 700 to

E;q ard Srae h Utah Federat Coat Uining and Reclam*bn Reguhtory Program.

. Th€ leasing ac{ion and anticipated leasederrelopmentwillhavano dectto knoiln Paleonto-
logical resoursss, floodplains, prime or unique rangelands, farmlands, or tlmb€rlands' or

altwial valleY froors.

i compliance wirh the terms and conditions of the lease and oth€r administrative actions

associ*ed with the leasa, in accordance with Federal Regulations 43 CFR are the

responsibility d the Bureau of Land Management. The.rwieut, approval, and enforcement

cf mining operations within the lease arelne responsibility of th9 DgPartm.ent of Interior'

Office of Surfrce Mining Reclamdion and Enforcement urdsr Federal Regulations 30 CFR

Z0o to End. As required under the Federal Coal Leasing Amendmeqs Act of 1975 and the

above regulations, future actioris related to the lease which could affect surface resources

require consultation and'consent of the Forest Service'

The decision is consistent with the National Forest Management Act requirements as expressed in

36 CFR ztl.2t.The decision compties with the Endangered Speci* Act of 1973 (EA' page lV€;

i*t""t File) and section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (EA, page fV-9, ProieA

File).

lssues o{ consumers, civit rigftts, minority groups and women are not widrin the scope of the decision'

lX. lmplementatlon Date

lf no appeals of this decision are filed, the decision may be imptemented on or after November 17'

1997.

X. AdmlnlElralfue Redew or Appeal Opportunltlee

The Foresi Service decision is subiect to appeal under 36 CFR Patt 215' Permit holders and permit

applicants responcting to forest t"ry99 i#ueO pro:q9qf.who mry be afiected.by. this decision

harre the choice to 
"fr""f 

under 36 CFR 215 or bO Cfn 251. Since thb b aioint decision between

the Forest Service and BLM, the decision may also be appealecl to the Department of Interior Board

of tand APPeals.

The Forest Service decision to consent to tease offerings is subiecl to administrative rwierv by the

Regional Forester pursuant to the above regulations.lrlV wqten appeal must b€ pctmarked or

received by the APpeal Deciding Officer witiin 45 days from the day dftel publication of the legal

notice in the Price Sun Adlrtocate ne\ryspaper. Appealj should b€ sent to Regional Forester - Inter-

mountain Region, 324 25th. Street, Ogd'en, W Al+Ol on or before Nwember 7' 1997' Appeals must

meet the content requirements cf 36 CFR 215.14.

The Bureau cf Land Management decision to offer the lease is zubi,ect to appeal to the.lnterior Board

of land Appeals. Appellants harre 3O ctays from the receipt of thb decidnn to appeal to the Board

;i 6; drieals, Oif"c" of the Secraaty, in accordance with the regulations T f CIR Part 4' lf an

appeal is taken, the ndice of appeat must b€ filed in th6 state ffice wifiin 3o days from receipt of

this decision. The appellant nai ine burden of shovtring that the decigm appealed from is in enor'
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lf you wish to file a petition purcuant to regulation 4it CFR 4.21 (58 FR 4939, January 19, 1998) for
a stay d the effectiveness of thb decision during the time that your app€al b being reviewed by th€
Board, the petition for a stay must accomparry your notice of appeal. A petition for a stay is required
to shor sufficient iustincation based on the standards tisted belor. Copies of the notice or appeal
and the petition for a stay must also be submitted to each Office of the Solicitor (see ,til CFR 4.413)
d the same time the original documents are filed wilh his office. tf you request a stay, you have the
burden of proof to demonstrate that a stay should be granted. Concunently, send a copy of any
Notice of Appeat or petttion for a stay to: Janette S. Kaiser, Forst Supervisor, Manti-La Sal National
Forest, 599 West Price River Drive, Price, Utah, 84501, and G. Wlliam Lamb, Acting State Director,
USDI-Bureau of Land Management, Utah State Office, 324 Sorrth State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah,
84145-0155.

Standards for Obtaining a Stay

Except as otherwise provided by lavv or other pertinent regulation, a petition for a stay of a decision
pending appeal shall show sufficient jusification based on the following standards:

(1) The relative harm to the parties if a stay is granted or denied;

(2) The likelihood of the appellant's success on the merits;

(3) The likelihood of the immediate and irreparable harm if the stay is not granted, and;

(4) Whether the public interest favors granting the stry.

Xl. Contact Person

This decision notice, FONSI, and EA are anailable for review at the Forest Service office in Price. Any
persons with questions related to this decision or projea may contact Jeff DeFreest at the Ferron/
Price Ranger District, 599 W. Price River Drive, Price, UT 84501, (801) 637-2817 or Max Nielson at the
Bureau of Land Management, Utah State Ofiice, 324 S. State SL Saft Lake City, UT, (801) 5394038.

Consent by: Date: ?1,'77
S. KAISER,

Forest Seruice, Manti-La Sal National Forest

Approved by: Date:
G. WILUAM I-AMB, State Director
USDI Bureau of Land Management, Utah

Mill Fork Lease Tract DN/FONSI, Page - 10
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APPENDD( A
SPECIAL COAL I-EASE STIPULANOilS

Federal ReguHbns 43 CFR 34OO Peltaining to Cod Management make prwisions for the Surface

Uanageneit Agency, the surfiaco of wtricn is under the iurisdiction of arry Federal 3gency other than the

Oepa,iment c* tnter6C to @nsent to leasing and to presiriOe conditions to insure the use and protoctlon

d ths ltrds. Ail or part d thb lease contain-bnds the surface d which are rnanaged by the United States

Department ol Agriculture, Fofest Service - Mantl-l3 Sal National Forest

The follnring stipulations pertain to the Lesse€ responsibility for mining operations on.the lease area and

on adjacent-areas as may be specitically designaed on National Forest System lands'

Forest SeMce StiDulation #1.

Before undertaking activities that may disturb ths s.rfacs of prwiousty undisturbld leased lands, the

Lessee may be required to conduct acultural resource irwentory and apaleontological appraisal of the

areaxi to be disturbed. Thesa studies shall be conducted by qualified professional cultural resource

specialists or quatified paleontologists, as appropriate, and a report prepared itemizingthe findings' A plan

wall then be submitted *"fing recimmenditioni forthe proteciion of, or reasures to be taken to mitigate

impacts for identified cultural or Paleontological resources.

tf cuttural resources or paleontological remains (fossils) of significant scientiftc interest are discovered

during operations unoei this leasel the Lesse€ pior to disturbance shall immediately bring them to the

dtefiion ot the appropride authority. Paleontologir=l remains of signifrcant scientific interest do not

include leaves, lems or dinosaur trac*s commonly 6ncountered during underground mining operations'

The cost of conducting the inventory, preparing reports, and carrying out mitigating measures shall be

borne by the Lessee.

Forest Service StiPulation #2

It there is reason to beliwe that Threatened or Endangered (l'&E) species d plants. or animals, or migraory

bird species of high Federal interest occur in the are{the Lessee shall be required to conduct an intensive

field inventory of the area to be disturbect and/or impated. Th€-inventory strall be conducted by a qualified

speciatisr and a report dfindings will be prepareo. A plan will be prepared rnaking recommendations for

the protection d these speciesor action necessary to mitigate the dish'rbance'

The cost of conducting the inventory, preparing reports and carrying o{t mitigating measures shall be

bome by the l-essee.

Forest Service StiPulaion #3.

The lessee shall be required to perform a study to secure adequate basdine datato quanttfy the existing

surface resources on and aOlacent to tne baselrea Existing data may b€ used if such dd1 a1e lleeua.ne
fofthe intendecl purposes. The sudy shall be adequde to locate, quan@, and-demonsrate the intenela-

tionship of the geology, topography, surface trydiology, veg€nafion and wrldlile' Baseline data will be

estabtished so that fuilre piogia;s of observation can oL incorporated d regular intervals for comparison'
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Forest Servica Sti$rlation #4.

porverlires used in coniurrrion with the mining of coalfrom this lease shall be constructed l as tq er.o1iO9
adequae prot€ction tor ogort and other hrbe bhds. When feasible, porerlines will be located at least

l(X) yar& from Public roads

Forest Service Stipuldion #5.

The timited area available fol mine facilities at the coal outcrop, steep topograprry, adverse winter weather'

and pfrysical limitatiors on the size and design of rccess rqds, are factors which will determine th€

ultirnate size dthe surface area utilized forthe rn'ine. A site-specific environmental anatysis will be prepared

for each new mine site dwelopment and for maior imprwements to existing developments to examine

aftemaive and mitigate conflias.

Forest Service Stipulation #6.

Consideration will be given to site selection to reduce adverse visual impaas. Where alternative sites are

arrailable, and each &ernaive is technically feasible, the altemative irwolving the le-ast damage to the

scenery and other resources shall be se|ectiO. Permanent structures and facilities will be designed, and

screening technaques employed to reduce visual impacts and, where possible, achiane a ftnal landscape

compatible with th€ naurat sunoundings. The creation of unusual, obiectionable, or unnatural landforms

and vegetative lar$cape features will be avoided.

Forest Service StipuHion #7.

The Lessee sha[ be required to establish a monitoring system to locate, me€rsure and quantify the

progressive and final eneas of underground mining actvitids on the topographic surface, underground

ard surface rrvorc,;ogy-;Jvegetdioni The monitoring system shall utilizelechniques which willprwide

a continuing record cf drange o/er time and an analtiial method tor locdion and measurement of a

number cf points srerthe teaie area rne monitoring snatt incorporate and be an extension of the baseline

dda

Forest Service Stipulation #8.

Tte Lessee shall podde for the suppression and control of fugitive dust on haul roads and at coal handling

and storage facilities. On Forest'development Roads (FDRj, Lessees may perform their share of road

maintenance by acommensurde share agreement if a signifaant degree of trdfic is generated that is not

related to their activities.

Forest Service Stioulation #9.

Except * specifically approred locations, underground mining operdions strall be.conducted in such a

manner so €rs to pt*"nd surface subsidence thi would: (r) &uie the credion of hazardous conditions

such as potentiat *""rpt"tttfailure and landslides, (2) cause damageto e{Sing surface structures' and

(e damage or atter td notv of perennial streams. Ttre Lessee shatl provide specific measures for the

protection of escarpments, and determine corrective measures to alssure that hazardous conditions are

not created.
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Fqest Servbe StiPulation #10.

ln ordarto anoid surface disturbancs on steep carryon slopes and to precltrde the need for surfacs '!ossss,

all surface breakouts for ventilation tunnels inaff 6e constructed from inside th€ mins, except a specific

approreO kocations.

Fs€st Seryice Stipulatim #11.

lf remorral cf timber is required for clearing d construction sites, etc., srrc{t timber shall be remored in

accordance with the regulations of the suilace management agensy'

Foreqt Service Stipula$on #12.

The coal contained within, and authoriied for mining under this lease shall be extracted only by under-

grourd mining methods.

Forest SeMce StiPulation #13'

Existing Forest Service orned or permined surface improvements wilt need to be protected, restored, or

reptaced to prwide tor the continuance of current land uses.

Forest Service StiPulation #14.

In order to protect biggame wintering areasi, elk catving and deer fawning areas, sagegrouse :tn'tting
areas, and other fey iitOffe habitd anO/or activities, spimc surface uses outside the mine development

area may h curtailed dudng specified periods of thg year.

Forest Service Stioulation #15.

Sr.rpport facilities, structurs, equipmeG ard similar developments will be remored from the lease area

within two years after the ftnal tbrmin*ion d use of such facilities. This prorbion shall apply unless the

requirement d Section 10 cf the lease form is applicable. Disturbed areas and those areas prwiously

occupied by such facilities will be stabilized ancf iehabilitded, drainages recstablished, and the areas

rcturned to a Premining lard use.

Forest Service StiPulation #16.

The tessee, d the conclusion of the mining operation, or at othertim6 as sulace disturbance relded to

mining may occur, willreplace alldamagei, distrroeo or displaced comer nsruments (seaion ccxners,

114 corrers, gtC.), their accessories and appendages (witness trees, bearing trees, etc')' or restore them

to their original condition and locdion, or il oherlocaiions thd meet the requirements cf the rectangular

surveying sysrem. This work shall be conducted at the expense of the L€sse€, OV a grotgq1gnd Fq
surveyor registered in tne Slde of utah, and to the standards and guide$nes found in the Manual of

surveying Instructions, united states Department of the Interior.
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Fsest Servics StlPulaion #17.

The l-ess€6, at their expenso, will b€ responsible to replaco arry surface waer identified for protaction,

that mry be lost or acfueriery dtected by mining op€rations, with water from an altemate source in sufficient

quantrty and qualig to maintain existing ripariJn habitat, fishery habitat, livestock and wildlile use, or other

lard uses.

Forest S€rvbo Stipulation #18.

STIPUTATION FOR TANDS OF THE NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM
UNDER JURISDICTION OF

THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

The licensee/perminee/tsee must complywith altthe rulesand regulationsof theSecretary of Agriculture

s€t forth at riiu 36, chapter ll, d the cid-e of Federal Regulations goveming the.use and management

d rhe Narionat Forest System (NFS) when not inconsistenrwith the rights granted by the Secretary of the

Interior in the licenselpdrmUteise. The Secretary of Agriculture's rules and regulations must be complied

with for {1) all use *d o"*p*cy of the NFS prior to apprwal of a permiVoperation plan by the Secretary

of lnterior, (2) uses of att odstingimprovements, such.€rs Forest Dwelopment Roads' within and outside

the area licensed, permined or l-eased by the Secraary of Interior, and (3) use and.occupancy of the NFS

not authorized b'y'a permiVoperating plan approved by the Secraary of the lnterior'

All matters related to this stipuldion are to be addressed to:

Forest Supervisor
Manti-b Sal National Forest
599 West Price River Drive
Price,Utah 84501

TelePhone No.: S1 S!7'2817

who is the authorized representdive d the secretary of Agricutture.

Sgnature of Licensee/Permittee/Lessee
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Forest Service Stipuldion #19.

Except at specifically apprwed locations, mining that would causs subeidence will not be permined within
a zone atong the .l6es Vaffey Fault determineO Oy projscting a 2, &gree angle-ofdraw Srom vertical)
&lstward froh the surface eipression of the Joes Valley Fault, dorm to the top of the coal seam to be
mined.

Forest SeMce Stipulation #20.

tf spotted bats (USDA-FS Sensilive Species) are located, then evaludions will be made br mitigation
needs. Mitigations could include avoidance during specific times and/or the prevention of bat occupancy
during perioAs of subsidence, such as by nening or screening. Mitigdions will be evaluated on a case-by-
case basis.
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APPENDIX C

Seotember'1997

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Milt Fork Federal Coal Lease Tract UTU'71307
Environmental Assessment
Lease-by Application No. 11

lntroductlon

The following table lists 8 persons, organizations, or agencies who responded to the Forest supervi-
sorwith comments duringthe predecisional review period. The predecisionalreview comment period

officially ended July 7, 1997, however the list reflects all comments received.

RESPONSE
DATE/NUMBER

06,111197 #1

06,t16t9V #2

c6,127/97 #3

o7lo7l97 #4

O7N7l97 #4a

o7lo7l97 #5

g7lo7l97 #6

o7la7p7 #7

LIST OF

COMPANY/ORGANEANON

North Emery Water
Users Associaiion

Energy West Mining

Emery Wder
Conservancy Dbtrict

Appel & Warlaumont, LC

Nielsen & Senior

US Fish & Wildlife Svc

utah Division ol
Wildlife Flesources

Emery Co. Public
Lands Council

RESPONDENTS

NAME

Jack StoYanoff

Chuck Semborski

J. Mark HumPhreY

JefireY APPeI

J.Craig Smith

Robert Williams

Ben Morris

Val PaYne

ADDRESS

PO 8ox 129
Cleveland, UT 84518

P,O. Box 310
Huntington, Utah 84528

P.O. Box 998
Gastle Dale, utah 845't3

110o Boston Bldg
9 Exchange Place
Sah Lake City, UT 841 11

P.O. Box 11808
Salt Lake CitY, UT 84147

145 E. 1300 S. Suiie 404
SaR Lake CitY, UT 841 15

475 W Price River Drive
Suile C
Price, utah 8450'l

PO Box 62!)
Castle Dale, Utah 84513

COMMENTS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

As comment letters (including phone and personal contacts) were received they were given a

number, the content of the letters analyzed, and similar comments grouped by resource issue or

topic. Under each issue heading is the'Letter Numbef for each comment, the comment, and the

Forest Service response. Additonally, all of the comments are numbered sequentially, to permit
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APPENDIX C

rderencing between cornments. In all, 57 separate comments were e)firacted from the 7 respondents

lised above. These comments are divided among 4 resource or topic categories: Water, Wildlife'

Generat, and Procedural.

Water

Letter #1 North Emery Water Users Association (NEWUA)

comment 1: 'lt is still North Emery waters position that mining in this area could have a

negative impact on our Rilda Springs.'

Response: tt is recognized in the E1A that the majority of the recharge to NEWUA's

spring system in RildJoanyon originates in the Right fork of Bilda Canyon (p. lll-9). The

iignt Fork drainage originites inlhe east 'll2, seaion 14, T 16 S, R 6 E. Rilda Creek

in this area is intermittint. As detailed in the Reasonably Forseeable Development

scenario (Appendix B of the EA), mining will occur in both coal seams under section

14. The turtneS extent of mining underground will occur under the Right Fork of Rilda

more than 3 miles upstream from the NEWUA springs. The overburden separating the

surface from the mine level at these locations ranges from 2,000 to 2,400 feet. lt has

been documented across the Wasatch Plateau that where thick arerburden is present'

as is the case here, that subsidence does not affect flow or qualrty of spring flow. As

ched in the EA (p. lv-6), a study performed on East Mountain springs over the Deer

Creek and Cottornarood Mines inoweO no discemible impads after undermining in

similar geologic and overburden conditions. There is no loss of spring flows from the

headwaiers ii tfre nignt Fork of Rilda anticipated from mining, and therefore no impacts

to downstream flowJto the NEWUA springs. Further, mitigaion b provided under the

Forest Service stipulations in the unlikety case that flow diminishment occurs. Stipula-

tion 17 calls for replacement of all water sources, and stipulations 3 and 7 require that

baseline data and subsequent monitoring data be collected (EA page lV4)' The Forest

service has indicated thd a monitoring ptan for the Right Fork d Rilda creek must be

suOmitteJ prior to the Forest Service consenting to the mine plan (EA, page lV4). The

Utah Division of Oil Gas and Mining (DOGM) permining processfor the actual mining

of the lease tract provides for pub'lic input, including parties !{! gneclat interest, in

developing monitoring and mitigation plans under SMCRA (30 CFR Part773 '13 (3)(i))'

Letter #3 Emery Water Conservancy District

Comment 2:The Emery Wder Conservanry District concurs that surface and subsurface

water resources can best be protected by Alternative 4 chosen by the Forest Service' and

the letter then states The District commends the Forest Service for making the mining

company comrnit to a water replacement plan before consenting to the mine plan'

Response: The Forest Service has encouraged the mining company and the Castle

Valley special sewices District to work out a water replacemertagregT-ent' however,

water replacement of culinary sources is required under SMCRA 30 CFR Part 816'41

(h). Utah $ate la\rv 4C1G18 also requires replacement of stde appropriated water

intenupted by mining. Additionally water replacement would be required pursuant to

the special ioal teise stiputation #17, rt it is established that mining has adversely

affected the water source in quesion'
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Letters #414a

APPENDIX C

Appel & Warlaumont on behalf of Castle Valley Special Services District, and
Nielsen & Senior, on behatf of Huntington€lweland Inigation Co, and North
Emery Water Users Association. Comments are listed with reference to Letter #4,
because Letter #4a states only that ruue respectfully join in the comments being
filed by Castle Valtey Special Services Distric't concerning the above-referenced
matter...'

on Page 6, last paragraph.

Gomment 3: Furthermore, no exploration license may be issued if the exploration of these
holes would:

Result in disturbance that would cause significant or lasting degradation to the
lands or injury to improvements, or in any disturbance other than that necessary
to determine the nature of the overlying straa and the depth, thickness, shape,
grade, quantity, quality or hydrologic conditions of the coal deposits'

Response: Surface disturbance resulting from exploratory drilling is expected to be
6.25 acres (EA, page lV-4). Standard stipulations issued with a drilling permit require
r€|vegetation and restoration of the drill site to precxisting conditions. lt is our experi-
ence on the Wasatch Plateau that drill sites and associated access roads generally
meet revegetation standards within three years of reclamation. Since the coal seams in
the area Ob not contain water, there will be no effects on the hydrologic conditions of
the coal deposits. The BLM and the State of Utah require that drill holes be plugged top
to bottom with cement or bentonite to prevent any impacts to water-bearing zones. No
lasting degradation from exploratory coal drilling is expeAed or has ever been docu-
mented. lmpacts associated with ground disturbance and human activity are short-term
and insigniicant. Our standard drilling stipulations in appendix B (page 8-6) of the
Forest Plan require the reporting of water encountered during drilling.

on Page 8, second paragraph

Comment 4: The Environmental Assessment failed to adequately recognize and consider
the negative impacts on the trydrology of the area. Suflicient specific analysis concerning
the eldent of possible fracturing overtying the mining area that may resuh in any of the
tollowing is absent:

1. lncreased Transmissivity;

2. decreased ground wder levels and spring flows;

3. increased wder level fluctuations;

4. whether such conditions shall be temporary or permanent;

S. increased subsidence which may resuh in the migration of water from perched
aquifers to deeper strat4 and in the deformity ortilting of aquifers causing natural seeps
and springs to change locations permanently.
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Response: Overburden ateraion that occurs as a resuh of longwaltmine subsidence
typidaffy occurs in zones abore the lenrel of mining. The first zone is the caving zone

wiricfr tipicatty extends uprard into the werlcurden 6 times the thickness of the e!ftrac-

tion height. For exampb, a lGfoot erttaction height would compute to 60 feet of cave'

Similartf, the s€cond zonq knoirrn as the fracturing zone, can er*end up to 30 times the

mining height The third zone is known as the bending zone where strata downwarp'
has been observed to extend up to 90 times the mining height. The extent and magni-

tude of subsurface caving andfiaauring is largety dependent on the geologic materials
present (Peng, 1992). In response to numbered items above:

1. By definition, transmissivity is the measure of the amount of water that can be

transmined horizontally tnroujn a unit width by the full saturated thickness of an aquifer

under a hydraulic griObrn of one. One of ihe premises of using transmissrylty i:

assuming iaturated groundwaterftow. The rock striila above the level of mining is not

uniformfsaturated, iherefore transmissivity is not a useful measure. Alteration due to

subsidence will however increase the intrinsic permeability of the strata by introducing

secondary permeability thrrugh fracturing. The Blackhawk Formaion which is 650 to

t,OOO feetihick in the lease arel, will be the rock unit affected by increased permeability'

As was discussed in the EA on page lll-9, the Blackhawk is not transmitting large
quantities of urater, therefore, these alterationswillnot affect ground-waterflow support-
ing surface water in the area The more continuous water-bearing zones in the.Star
point SanOstone are below the level of the mining, and the transmissivity will not

change.

2. The more continuous sdurated units are belowthe level of mining, and are generally

separated from the coal seams by a layer of shale. As was presented on page lll-10 of

the EA, some local seepagefrom the mine floor haS been observed on the westemmost

edges of the active mine-are4 but does not represent large.flows and is manifested
m;nry as wetness. Similar seepage from the mine floor may also occur on the westem

edge of the lease area, but will likely be the same as what is presently being encoun-

terEd underground in the dive woit<ings. The wder currently being encounpre! h3s

not produced perceptible cfranges in waer levels in observations wells installed in the

mine floor. This is also anticipatet to be true for the lease tract area Decreases in spring

flows are not anticipated since springs in the lease tract are separated from the mine

level by 1,50O to fl4@ feet of overburden. As was referenced in the EA on page M-6,

a study on other East Mol.Frtain springs shored no discemible e{fects on flow from

springs emerging from perched water-bearing zones due to mining.

3. No water suppty wells exist in the area. The only wells present are monitoring wells

installed Oy tfre-mining comparry from inside the mine into the Star Point sandstone

below the mine tevelbasd on experience in other mines on the Wasatch Plateau'

under normal conditions minor water level fluctudions may occur in in-mine wells, but

are short-lived.

4. Elsewhere on the wasdch Plateau where active mine dewatering was necessary'
variations in water levels lsrre been documented. The variations are temporary' as

water tevets are retuming to Premining levels at a rate of aproximately 1'5 feeUmonth'
(Cyprus-Plateau Mining 

-Contpany, 
Second Quarter Hydrologic Monitoring 1994'
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5. As was discussed in the EA (page lV-6), fracturing of perched water-bearing zones
is not anticipated, because they occur at elevations abore the heigttt of fraauring that
is expected to occur due to subsidence. Additionally, the high clay and mud content
of the local strata €ffectively inhibits fraauring due to plasticity of the materials. As was
discussed in Appendi,x B of the EA, the clays and shales of the Blackhawk Formation
contain large amounts of montmorillonite clay that has a high expansion rate. Addition-
ally, Pacificorp perlormed similar testing on the clays and shales from the North Horn
Formation on East Mountain and found that the clays sarelled 40 % in the first hour.
Springs and seeps can migrate under natural conditions, and surface movements
associated with subsidence may cause relocation. We believe this is unlikely, as we
have yet to see spring migration occur over the eritensively mined areas on the wasatch
Plateau.

Possible adverse effeAs pertaining to this hydrogeologic environment are discussed on
pages lV-6 and lV-12 of the EA for Alternatives 2 and 3.

on Page 8, end of last paragraph.

Comment 5: lt is incumbent upon the Agencies to specilically identify, address and fully
understand these potential impaas on the hydrologic system prior to proceeding. There are
simply too many individuals and entities that depend on these water systems for the
long-term uses to 'experimenf with mining on such a scale to determine the effects of
mining.

Response: While there are no absolutes, we believe we have a thorough understand-
ing of the pertinent impacts to the hydrologic system. We have also developed a
reasonable spectrum of alternatives and mitigations for analysis that are needed to
address potential impacts; see response in item ll above. We are not experimenting with
mining because high extraaion longwall mining has been used in the Wasatch Plateau
coatfield for 25 years, in nine mines on the Forest alone. We have yet to find a situation
where mining has been the proven cause of depleted water flow at a spring. Regulatory
agencies suih as DOGM, Office of Surface Mining (OSM), BLM, and the USFS are
continually monitoring effects to detect if depletion occurs.

on Page 9, first full paragraph.

Gomment 6: Water protection rather than water replacemern is the preferred public policy.

Response: Altemative 4 is identified as the prefened agency alternative, and is de-
signed specilicalty for water protection. Atternative 4 excludes from leasing 880 acres
which includes the entire Little Bear Ganyon watershed and prevents mining from
occuning in the recharge area to the north and northwest of the spring.

on Page 11,4th paragraph.

Commenl 7: Stipulation #17 is itself inadequate. lt requires replacement of water to main-
tain riparian, fish, livsstock, wildlife habitaVuse, and'other land use.' However, the Stipula-
tion does not specifically mention human use. [...]language protecting human use must be
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expressty included. Further,lhe [EAl must specifically address and delineate compliance
procedures for Stipul*ion 17 in each of the alternatives.

Besponse: We disagree that the stipulation is inadequae. The stipulation is designed
to require replacement of all water sources, including those that support the ecosys'
tems c,t National Forest SySem lands. Specific mention of human uses is not necessary
hcause any mine permit issued is subjea to the regulations under the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act (SMCRA). SMCRA, in 30 CFR Ch. Vll, ss 816.41 (h),
specifically dictatesthatdomesticwatersourceswillbe replaced. Additionally, the Utah
State Law 4O-10-18 also requires replacement of state-appropriated water interrupted
by mining. The Forest SeMce stipulation has gone one stepfarther in requiring replace-
ment for i// pre-mining uses. Further, it is not required or intended at the leasing stage
that direction is given on how a lesee/operator will comply with stipulations, terms,
andlor conditions of the lease. These issues are addressed in the Permit Application
package (PAP) which will be submitted to DOGM, and OSM for review and approval,
and is sulea to ultimate approval from the Underdsecretary of lnterior. See also
response to comment x.

on Page 12, first full paragraPh.

Comment 8: Alternative 2 makes no mention of Stipulation #'17.

Fesponse: lt is true thd Alternative 2 does not mention the stipulations; as was
explicitly stated on page lt-1 of the EA, Alternative 2 was included for analysis purposes
only, and was not de:igned to include special coal lease stipulations to provide a
baseline for comparison of the atternatives that had stipulations.

on Page 12, second full paragraPh.

Comment 9: .[g]round water at the mine level is not thought to be in direct hydraulic
communication witn springs within the lease tract, or a major contributor to surface flows
in the area. . [hel lack olsolid faAual foundation for this statement is evidenced by the
existence of many different and unexplained theories regarding the surface and ground
water hydrology throughout this area...'

Response: Recent studie on the hydrologic system in this area harre been completed
using the most curer* techniques, providing solid laas on the trydrologic regime' as
were referenced in the EA (page lll-9 to 12, Vl-'t to 3 and proiect file). All the studies
support that ground wder in the Blackhawk Formation (the formdion where mining will
octir4 has i residence time of 14,OOO years, meaning thd the water entered the
ground-water system thd many years ago. In contrast, surface water in the area has
6een tested and found to have high tritium contents, indicatingthd recharge occuned
within the last 50 years. Supplemental information from 5 new monitoring wells installed
at the Crandall Cirryon mine further substantiate that water in the Blackhawk and Star
Point Formations have long residence times (1 3,000 to 20,000 years), and have different
chemical compositions than surface water in the area The opansive difference in
residence times demonstrates that the deep ground water and surface waters have
dissimilar origins and tha'in-mine waters are hydrologically isolded from the shallowly
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circulating modern waters in overtying springs and creeks' (Mayo and Associaes, July

25, 1994. This is consistent with, and well documented in the literature.

on Page 12, third (indenteQ paragraph.

Comment l0: Alternative 4 states that: The same impacts and stipulations would apply as

in altemative 3. The exclusion of the northeast portion containing Little Bear Carryon water-

shed reduces the risk of dfecting water resources in that drainage to a negligible level.'

[such] a conclusory statement is wholly inadequate under the law.

Response: Numerous studies referenced in the EA (page Vl-1 to 3, and project file)

have been performed on Little Bear spring, all reaching a conclusion that recharge to

the spring is coming from the north or northwest. Some of the studies also purport a

westerly iource of recharge, however new information from aquifer tests supports that

the hyo-raulic conduaivity of the star Point sandstone is so low (Mayo and Associates'
September 1g94 that it cannot support the flows measured at the spring. This' coupled
with the residence time data for grbunO water in the Star Point eliminates the probability

of a westerly recharge source. We believe that by excluding the northeast portion of the

lease tract, hence piohibiting mining in that area, that the risk to altering the recharge

to Linle Bear spring is eliminated. The reference to'negligible levels'was intended to

convey that we betieve, by protecting the entire watershed and the recharge area, that

no discernible impaAs beyond those within normal background variations will occur

due to mining activities.

on Page 13, middle of first paragraph.

Comment 11: To adequately address Stipulation #17, the EA must specifically detail how

the stipulation will be appliei-including protection for human populations-to each of the

altemdives and whetherihe stipulation is sufficient under law, which it is not. [he] EA must

then identify a replacement source.

Response: The stipulations cited in the EA are conditions of Forest Service consent to

leasing of National Forest System lands by the BLM. The stipulations will be applied to

the tease which the BLM issues under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 as amended. The

lease grants exclusive rights to mine the coal reserves, but does not authorize mining'

No mining may occur untit tne lessee/operdor submits a PAP, obtains approval of the

mine plan, and obtains a mine permit under the Mineral Leasing Act and SMCRA. lt is

not part of the leasing process to identify hou/ the lessee/operator will meet the lease

stipulations or the mining reguldions. These items are addressed during the mine
permitting process that ;ill Jccur after the lease is issued and will be werseen by

DOGM aid OStrrt. The approved Mining and Reclamation Plan (MRP) must meet mini-

mum requirements and performance standards of SMCRA regulations (30 CFR 700 to

end). In t'he MRp, the applicant must describe how the lease stipulations and mine plan

standards will be met. The authorizing agencies for the mine permitting are DOGM and

OSM, not the Forest Service. Since the ForeS Service has consent authority for mine
permining, we would not consent to the mine plan until the mining company had

comminJO to a water replacement plan, as was stated on Page lV-1 2 of the EA. We have

required water replacement undei our stipuldion 17 at the suFco mine where water

was hauled to fill stock ponds that had drained due to surface cracking. The mining

eompany was also required to repair the damage by sealing the cracks. In the past we
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have also supported premining (prwentative) agreements sucft as the sand-ftltration
ptant for North Emery Water Users Association built by PacifiCorp in the went that
mining impacts would oocur. Additionally, the Utah Division d Oil Gas and Mining
(DOGM) permitting process for the actual mining of the lease tract provides for public
input, including parties with special interest, in developing monitoring and mitigaion
plans under SMCRA (30 CFR Paft773.13 (3XD).

on Page 13, end of first paragraph.

Comment 12: This EA does nothing to resolve the unknowns created by the many studies
concerning the source of the spring water and future interference therewith.

Response: Though not spgcifically stated, it is surmised that this refers to the Little Bear
spring. After presentation of the theories, it was discussed in the EA on page lll-11 thd,
'it appears that the spring is supported by a system of faults and/or fractures that
transmit surface waters from the north.' Further, allthe studies referenced (page Vl-1
to 3 and proiea file) maintain that there is a recharge source from the north-northwest.
The EA goes on to give scientific evidence (page lll-12) that the Star Point Sandstone
cannot support the flows measured at the spring given the intrinsic proPerties of the
materials, hence ruling otrt a source from the west. The low lrydrautic conductivites of
the Star Point were further supported by results of aquifer testing done in wells installed
at the mine (Mayo and Associates, September 1997, project fite). Further, water chemis-
try data from the star Point sandstone and Little Bear spring support that the waters
have different origins and that Vater discharging from Little Bear spring is unquestion-
ably of modern origin,' whereas the water in the Star Point has an 18,000 to 20,000 year
residence time (Mayo and Associates, July 25, 1997, project file). Regarding future
interference, potential impaas to the spring il mining were allsvved in the atea arc
disclosed on page lV-6 of the EA. The preferred alternative identilied by the agency is
Afternative 4, which excludes the area north of the spring and the entire Little Bear
Canyonwatershedfromthe lease area, therefore no mining willoccur north, northwest,
or immediaely west of Litue Bear spring.

on Page 14, first full paragraph.

Comment 13: The area ol the proposed Genwal mine constitutes the watershed for one of
the primary culinary water sources of approximately 2,650 residents of northern Emery
County. Allowing additional coal mining activities to occur within tfE Manti-La Sal National
Forest to the detriment of these water resources would viol4e Congressional policy under
MUSYA [Muttipte Use Sustained Yield Act, 1960] to protect this important watershed.

Response: Although the comment does not specifically stde so, it is inferred that this
concems the Linle Bear Canyon watershed. Alternative 4 is the preferred agency
ahernative, which specifically excludes the entire Little Bear Carryon watershed from the
lease tract By doing so, mining will not occur beneath the watershed, there{ore there
will be no discernible effects from mining. The culinary wder sorrrce is a spring that is
recharged primarily from north-northwest of the watershed, with llmited, if any, recharge
from within the watershed itsefi. See also response to comment 51.
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on Page 14, item 2. Second paragraph.

Comment 1 4: ...under Seaion 404 of the CWA, Genwal would be required to obtain a permit
for the discharge of material resulting from the proposed construction of the culvert in
CrandallCreek.

Response: The State of Utah is the responsible permitting agency for this action and
has issued the permits you referenced. See also response to comment 53.

on Page 15, first full paragraph.

comment 15: Genwal proposes to discharge mine water potentially contaminated with

[poltutantsl directly into Crandall Creek at a rate of 350,000 gallonsiday.

Response: ls stated on page lll-8 of the EA, Genwal has an approved Utah Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) permit (administered by the state of Utah) for
mine discharge (project file). The terms of the permit require that discharge water must
meet beneficial use standards as prescribed by the Utah Department of Environmental
Quality. The Clean Water Act (CWA) gives the state primacy for setting water quality
standards pursuant to EPA regulations. The Forest Service accepts these standards.

on Page 15, first full paragraph.

Comment 16: Considering that the EA also suggests that Lin|e Bear Spring-the culinary
water source for about 2,650 people-may be recharged by Crandall Creek (a conclusion
with which CVSSD disagress with based on its information), the EA should also consider
the permit requirements of Seaion 402.

Response: On page lll-1 1 of the EA, it states, 'Water from Huntington, Crandall Creeks
and maybe Littte Bear Creek enters this anomaly...'-fhis misquoted the reference cited,
Hansen, Allen, and Luce (1994. The reference aAually states, '...the spring is intercon-
nected directly with surface drainage out of Huntingilon Creek andlor Unle Bear Can-
yon.. There should not be a reference to Crandall Creek. Section 402 of the CWA refers
to National Pollution Discharge Elimination System permits. The mining company al-
ready has this permit in place, as was referenced in the previous response, and a copy
is in the projea file.

on Page 16, end of first paragraPh.

Comment 17: In orderto adequately address the affects in a [Probable Hydrologic Conse-
quencesl PHC, baseline hydrologic data must be complete, accurate and cunent. No such
baseline exists.

Response: The PHC is prepared in conjunction with submittal of the PAP (page l-5 of
the EA), and is not part of the leasing process. The mining company will submit
hydrologic informaion pertaining to the PHC at the time of the permit application. Utah
DOGM and OSM are the responsible agencies for assessing the completeness of the
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information submitted and preparation cil the cumulative Hydrologic lmpact Assess-
ment (CHIA). See also response to comment 55.

on Page 16, first tull paragraPh.

comment 1g: lt is apparent that the EA is not based on accurate baseline data for the
proposed mining area'and does not adequdely address the cumulative impaas of mining
throughout the entire area

Response: The Data Adequacy package (project file) that is required under the Lease-
by-Application regulations wasdeemed adequate under the standards set forth by the
Uinta€outheastem tjtah Coal Region (page l-1 of the EA). The information used is

current (within the last 5 year$ andinctuoeslupplemental information requested by the

Forest dervice that employs the most advanced ground-water evaluation techniques'
inctuding isotopic analysii for age dating purposes. Five additional monitoring wells
were inJalteO 6y tne mining company to turther characteriz€ the hydrologic regime in

the area. Allthis information is contained in the project file.

The information submitted by the company is used in combination with published

literature, and data anailable from other sources. As detailed in Chapter Vl, numerous
references and data sources were used to develop the conclusions in the EA (chapter

Vl). Supplemental information has also been provided since the EA was released to the
public and is contained in the project file. In addition to current data supplied in

Genwal's DataAdequacy Package and Annual Hydrologic monitoring reports which are
submitted to the state, seven reports on uttle Bear spring, nine reports on the geology

of the area (three cf which are hydrology-specific), six reports on hydrologic impacts of

mining on the Wasatch Plateau lnlo of wnich are specific to East Mountain), and mine
p13nslnd annual trydrologic reports from nrtro other mines (Deer Creek and Crandall
banyonl operding in tne viciniry ot the lease tract were used in developing the baseline
intormaiion useO inttre analysii. An accurate and o<tensive data baseline was used in

this analysis.

Based on our experience with mining on the Wastach Plateau, we believe that the

cumulative impacis are valid as described and adequately addressed. As presented on
pages lV-1g and 19 of the EA. cumulative hydrologic impaAs are ad^dressed. Given the

information avaitable from over 20 years of mining in the PaciftCorp mines on the

southern end of East Mountain and thirteen years of information from mining in the

Crandall Canyon mine, we can accurately forecast the cumulative impacts with respect
to this action. To dae, no long-term hydrologic effects have been documented, and the

human environment has notbeen nirmeO. On a technical basis, one must look at the

scale of the problem, in this case qraluating cumulative trydrologic impaas for East

Mountain is valid. As was discussed in the EA, East Mountain is isolated topographically
from other mourfiains in the area" and the mountain itself is highly disseded and
provides little trydrogeologic continuity.

on Page 16, third paragraPh.

comment lg: The permit application shall be submitted in a manner satisfac'tory to the

regulatory authority and shali contain, among other things - (10) the name of the water shed
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and location of the surface stream or tributary onto which sudace and pit drainage will be

discharged.

Responee: This EA addresses an application to lease federal lands for coal mining, and

is not a mine permit application. ihe PAP witl be submitted to DOGM and OSM to

comply witn SfuCnn regutations after the lease is granted. DOGM and_OSM are the
reguiaiory authorities for mine permitting. The PAP will include the information you

referenced above.

on Page 't6, last paragraPh.

Cornment 2O: The EA states that: Some stratigraphic units below the elevation of local

drainages may be in frydraulic communication with one another, however allthese units are

much deeperihan the leyel of the proposed mining, and would not be affected by mining

in the area.

Because there is a potentialthat these drainages may be in communication with others that

receive mine water discharge, the EA must inaicate the name of the watershed and location

of the stream or tributary that will receive the discharge.

Response: This statement w:ls taken out of contelit, as the quote from the EA was in

the cumulative lmpacts section. This statement was referring to the Ferron sandstone,

which occurs at depths of 2,000 to 3,OOO feet below the levelof mining and is overlain

by the irnpermeable Mancos shale. lt is not in communication with any localdrainages
or surface water sources.

As stated in the EA on page llt-8, mine water will be discharged at the approved UPDES
permit location on Crandltl Creek, a tributary in the Huntington watershed.

on Page 19, third paragraPh.

comment 21: The baseline information in the Data Adequary package created by Genwal

is wholly inadequate; it does not address the cumulatMe impacts of mining on hydrology.

Response: As previously stated 00/D, the agencies (BLM and the USFS) determined
that the data adequacy package was complete (EA, page l-1). The Data Adequacy
package is not intenddO to Oe-an analysis, but rather provides data to be used with
published information, consultants reports, and other arailable information to do the

environmental analysis. We reviewed tire package and determined that with allthe other

available informaion, there is sufficient data to process the lease application and

Perform the anatysis.

on Page 19, third paragraPh.

Comment 22zlnta(j.,the EA admits the lack of sufficient knowledge regarding the hydrolo-
gy of the area For example, the EA states:

1) 'Mining activities and associated subsidence-induced ground movements

could intJnupt or degrade springs within or adiacent to the lease tract.'
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2) The exact recharge mechanismforthe Star Point sandstone is not known but
it has been suggest;d that recharge reached the sandstone through faults and
fractures, anO tha recharge is coming from the west and northwest.'

3) 'Hydraulic function of the faufts is not well defined.'

4) The mechanism controlling flor to Little Bear spring is not fully understood.
EA at lll-11 (listing several theories, neither of which can be supported with any
certainty).'

Response: We disagree, the EA does have sufficient knowledge and information to

make the decision. The referenced statements were meant to identify that there are no

absolutes. We believe that the hydrologic system can be accurately evaluated based

on the cunently available data. Responses to numbered items are as follows:

1) This statement is listed under section l, tssues, starting on Pa.ge l-8' This
section tists the issues identified in scoping and by the lnterdisciplinary Team'
This statement is not an acknowledgement of lack of information, but rather a

statement of the issue to be specifically addressed in the analysis.

2) The mcst recent isotope chemistry data for water in the Star Point sandstone
supports that the water has a residence time oi about 18,000-20'000 years,

meaning that the water entered the ground-water system that many years ago'
The sandstone recharges through Jseries of mechanisms that includes faults
and fractures. Whatever the mechanism is, it is not relsrant to the conclusion of
the analysis because the data supports that water is supplied to, and transmitted
ihrough the unit at very slow rates (Mayo and Associates, July and September
1997, projea file).

3) This statement was taken out of context. Also stated on page lll-10 of the EA
wasthat'faults in this area, as elsewhere on the Wasatch Plateau, are generally

thought to act as baniers to horizofital ground-water flow.'The hydraulic function
of faults can vary. For example, wateifrom the Joes Valley Fauh intersectej il

the current mine workings shows no component of modern water in the fautt
(Mayo and Associates, March '1997, proiect file)' indicating that wateris moving
very slowly along this fautt plane. On the other hand, it is understood that water
is supptiei to t inlte Bear spring through a system of faults and fractures that have
the capability to transpori waier. Thii understanding, and selection of the alter-

native to eliminate mining in the area where faults are known to effectively
transmit water supports tf,e finding that there will be no effect on the hydraulic
function of faults from mining.

4) The theories presented in the EA for the occurrence of Litde Bear spring, which

includes'Groundwder Flow to Little Bear Spring and Possible lmpacts to

Grounctrvater Flow by Expansion of Underground Mining into Mill Fork Coal

Lease TraA' by Paer Nielsen (EA" page Vl-l), do hane a commonality in that the
spring is rechirged from the nortrr-northwest. Given that the numerous studies
air afee on thd'point, and that it is fracture and fault controlled, supports the
Fores Service pr&eneO alternative (Alternaive 4) to excludethe area north and
northwest of the spring from leasing. All these items together establish that there
is sufficient information to ascertai; the recharge and primary mechanisms for
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the spring occurrence. The presentation of theories was not intended to demon-
strate a lick of information, but rather to exhibit commonality and the neecl to
consider Attemative 4 to protect the area and preserve the integrity of the spring.

Letter #7 Emery County Public Lands Council, personal communication

Comment 23: Given the complex nature of the occurrence of Little Bear spring' it is
imperative that water replacement be required with sources identitied before these lands
are leased.

Response: We agree that replacement must be required in the event that mining
causes disruptionlo the water source. Therefore, Alternatives 3 and 4 include a lease
stipulation that would require replacement, ln addition, water replacement by a mine
operaror is required under SMCRA (30 CFR Ml, ss 816.4'l (h)). The stipulaitons will be
applied to the lease which the BLM issues under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 as
amended. A lease grants exclusive rights to mine the resource, but does not authorize
mining. No mining may occur until the lessee/operaor submits a Permit Application
package, obtains appioval of the mine plan, and is issued a mine permit under the
Mineral Leasing Act and SMCM. lt is not part of the leasing process to identify how the
lessee/operaol wiil meet the lease stipulations or mining regulations. These items are
addressed during the mine permitting process that will occur after the lease is issued
and will be orerseen by DOGM and OSM. The approved Mining and Reclamation Plan
must meet minimum requirements and performance standards of SMCM regulaitons
(gO CFH part 700 to end). The applicant must describe how the lease stipulations and
mine plan standards will be met. The authorizing agencies for mine permitting are
DOGM and OSM, not the Forest Service. As the Forest Service has consent authority
under sMcFA we have stated in the EA that we will not consent to the mine plan until

a replacement agreement is identified (page lV-12). The utah Division of Oil Gas and
Mining (DOGM) permining process for the actual mining d the lease trad prwides for
publiCinput, iniluding partieswith specialinterest, in dweloping monitoring and mitiga-
tion plans under SMCRA (30 CFR Paft'ng '13 (3XD).

Wlldlife

Letter #5 US Fish and Wldlife Service

Comment 24: .Clearing vegetation for drill pads fragments contiguous habitat and increas-
esedgehabitatwhichisexposedtohighlyvariableenvironmenta|gradients

Response: The temporary removal of up to 10 drill pad sites from forage produAion

and sheher, each approximately 112 acre, totals only 6.25 acres (with the anticipated
road disturbance) of ihe 6,440 acre lease tract. This adion is considered to be insignifi-
cant in affecting the character and pattern of habitd for the area.

Comment 25: .Genwal Resources would like to expand their surface lacilities onto adiacent
prtvate lands.. {his adion will result in a large loss of wetlands, riparian corridors, and fish
and wildlife habitat'

Response: Genwal Resource's surface lacilities harre been primarily on private (fee)
ground. The culvert projeA has caused effects as stated, but Genwal Resources and
tJtah Division of Oil Gas and Mining have worked closely with Utah Division of Wildlife
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Resources and the Forest Service to develop appropriate mitigation measures to offset
habitat loss. This surface expansion was deemed necessary by the comparry regarcl'
less of whether they acquire the Mill Fork Lease TraA. There is no additional surface
ecpansion antacipated.

Comment26: fie cumulative impaas of the 135 acretimbersale, oil, gas, and coal mining
within the area, upgrade of SR 31, and livestock grazing all will have major impacts on
Huntington and Ferron Carryons and surrounding areas.'These impacts will significantly
affect fish and wildlife species and habitat within the area'.

Fesponse: These cumulative impacts within Huntington Canyon were addressed in the
en in pages M-17 through lV-20 and in tabte lV-C, the findings were found to be
insignificant. Additionally the Blaze of Glory Timbersale is no longer likely to occur.

Comment 27: On page l-1, the EA states inFl2 that water withdrawals could trigger
consultation requirem-rrts with USFWS, if the usage exceeds 75 acre-feet, forestwide,
annually. The correct value should be 100 acre-feet.

Response: The Biological Opinion letter from the USFWS dated May 30, 1996' states
thatihe anticipated depletion of approximately 75 acre-feet per year (average) may
aftect, but is not tikely to adversely aftect. This is the basis of the USFWS concurrence
for i9g6-2000, and depletions witnin this amount will not require further consultation.

Comment 28: No values were given in the EA on the amount of water that will be removed
from the Golorado Hiver system. The FWS is concerned about the loss of water from coal
mine operations and changes in stream flows resulting from subsidence. An estimate of the
amount of depletion should be made and consuttation under section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) be initiated.

Response: There are no surface water losses anticiPated due to mining, no perennial

streams will be undermined, and impacts to surface springs are unlikely. Any water
withdrawalfrom the Colorado River System would be negligible and would fall under
rhe programmatic consultation granted on May 30, 'l 996 that allors for forestwide wder
withdrarvals in the Upper Colorido River Basin. The approval is valid through the year

2000.

Comment 29: Additional consultation may be required for the loss of stream flows resulting
from subsidence. A new tltah State law and Stipulation #17 state the permittee or lessee
wilt be responsible to replace arry surface water that may be lost or adversely affected by
mining operations. subsidence may cause alterations in ground or surface water that may
resuh in significant depletiontothe Colorado River system. lf replacemert water and the lost

water from subsidence resuhs in a depletion to the Colorado River system, Section 7

consuhation should be initiated. Water lost from surface flolv may enter a ground water
aquifer. A water budget analysis would be required to determine il the loss of surface water
results in increased-ground water outflow and therefore no loss to the Colorado River
Sysem.

Response: Underthe prefened agency alternative (altemaive 4), no perennialstreams
will be undermined or influenced by subsidence, therefore there will be no surface water
lost. Water loss from surface springs is not anticipated. Wder intercepted underground
has been ctetermined to be isolated from surface water systems in the area. Under all
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alterndives, rnining-induced changesto surface and groundwaterwould be negligible,
and arry losses to the Colorado River System would fall under the programmatic
consultation previously noted. lf these assumptiotls Pro\re to be inadequate through
monitoring, then a Section 7 consultation would be initiated.

Comment 3O: The FWS is concemed about the potential of subsidence caused by mining.
Subsidence could affect stream hydrology by altering the natural slope of the channel' This
could cause impaqs and losses to riparian habitat, stream flors, wetlands, aquatic species
and tenestrial witdlife. The FWS recommends that no mining occur within a ?2 degree
angle-ofdraw to any stream for protection of the river channel, riparian habitat, wetlands,
and fish and wildlile species and their habnat.

Hesponse: The longwall mining technique causes subsidence, known as controlled
subiidence, to occur. The changes in surface ele\tation after mining may alter the
natura! slope of land, Under all afternatives available for selection, including the pre-
ferred agency dternative, no perennial streams would be undermined, therefore they
would not 6p subsided. Foiest Service Stipulation #9 limits subsiding perennial
streams.

Comment 31: .Stipulation #2 states that the lessee shall be required to conduct an inten-
sive field irwentory of the area to be disturbed and/or impacted if there is reason to believe
that T&E species of plants or animals, or migratory birds ol high Federalinterest occur in

the area the stiputaiion does not state how often the surveys should be conducted'The
letter goes on to say the EA does not state that a raptor and migratory bird survey was
conducted'.

Response: Extensive surveys were conducted as part of the Data Adequary package

submitted for the lease application, additional surveys will be required as needed in the
mine permitting process. The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources participates in raptor
surveys thx ar! conducted as part of the requirements of the mining and reclamation
plan, ihrough the Utah Division of Oil Gas and Mining, once the lease is included in the
rnine permit area"

priorto subsidence of escarpments, under an apprwed mine plan or revision, addition-
alsurveys could be required to assure adequate protection of raptors. See also com-
ment 37.

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, personalcommunication with Ben Morris' He
provided the following comments.

Comment 32: Several seeps and springs are of high value to wildife. They oppose any

mining that wiu diminish seeps and springs.

Response: We do not believe thd seeps and springs will be diminished due to mining
as was presented on page lV-6. Forest Service stipuHion # 17 requires water replace-
ment at the source if there is a loss.

Comment 33: Bald eagles are year-round residents, and there is signilicafi ylnt-er migration
into the Huntington Clnyon aiea Two immature eagles were sighted on Skyline Drive.
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Response: The tex of the biological documents have been modified to re{lect the
presence of wintering BaH Eagles. Batd Eagles are year-artund residents cf the eyrie
near Castle Date. Observaions made by Nelson Bolshen found that the eagles did not
forage that far from their nest, so their presence in the forest is limited to winter.
lmmature eagle sitings do not change to conclusion of this doctment.

Comment 34: In May 1997, I peregrine falcon was observed in the Right Fork of Rilda
Canyon, the nest was not found. DWR suspects that there are 2 parrs of peregrine falcons
in the canyon.

Response: The text of the biological documents have been modified to reflea the
recent find of peregrine falcons in Rilda Canyon. Additionally, in a September 12 letter
from Miles Moreni (UDWR), he clarified that they suspect 2 neSing pairs occupy the
general area (HuntinEon Canyon watershed). The discovery of these peregrines does
not change the conclusions of the document.

comment 35: Pg lll-14. The statement 'doubtful that falcons forage o\rer the coal lease
area.' DWR strongly disagrees with. White throat swifts and violet-green svvallows are
plentiful in the area, and are primary prey for falcons in southeast Utah.

Response: The text of the biological documents have been modified to reflect the
recent tind of peregrine falcons in Rilda Canyon.

Comment 36: Pg lll-16. Aduft fish are present in Crandall Creek from the beaver ponds at
the portal down to the confluence with HuntinEon creek, except for minor separations.

Response: We concur with your observations regarding fish distributions in Crandall
Creek. Your information does not disagree with the fisheries discugsion in the EA which
addressed headwater areas of the affected drainages above the reach that you de-
scribe. Also note that the entire the adult fish population in the surface expansion area
and upstream was captured by the UDWR and moved to another drainage in midJuly
to protect them from consmjction activities on private lands.

Comment 37: Raptor nests require year[ monitoring in late-May of wery year. Ensure that
no active nest is subsided during nesting season (April-midJuty). Company must appty for
a take permit if any nest is subided.

Response: Raptor suNeys are required through the permiuifig process, and any
necessary protection of nests would be included in the mining and reclamation flan.
General mining induced subsidence would not threaten a nest site, holrever, escarpe-
ment failure, due to subsidence could threaten nest sites, and might therefore require
a .take permit'. Escarpment failure is addressed in stipulation I where such failure is
not permined, except at specifically approved locations.

Comment 38: Vegetation along Crandall Canyon road is dying.The reason for the mortality
needs to be determined and measures taken to eliminae the mortality.

Response: This mortality has been attributed to the diesel emmissions or road salt for
traction in the winter months. The road use permit for the mine hzul road addresses the
road traaion materials and constituents. This is outside sf the scope of this analysis.
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Comment 39: What about the Arizona willow (endangered species). ls it present?

Response: The Arizona Willow, a sensitive species, is not found in the lease tracl.
Forest SeMce Botanist Bob Thompson has indicated that it is only found at higher
elevations on the Manti Division of the Manti-La Sal National Forest.

Comment 4O: Three-toed woodpeckers and flammulated owls were not addressed in the
wildlife section. Forest Service sensitive species guidelines need to be followed.

Response: These species were addressed in the Biological Evaluation. There were no
impias identified for these species, so they were not canied forward in the EA.

Comment 41: DWR emphasizes that no roads, breakouts, portals, or surface facilities
should be allowed in Mill Fork Canyon, due to value as big game winter range.

Response: The reasonably foreseeable development scenario in Appendix B does not
identify any breakouts or otherfacilities in Mill Fork Canyon; any future proposals would
require additional, site-specific, environmental analyses.

General

Energy West Mining Co, personal contact

Comment 42: Chuck Semborski of Energy West Mining commented in the geology section
that the Deer Creek mine did not intercept the Mill Canyon graben.

Response: The EA states that faults associated with the Mill canyon graben were
intercepted underground. This was a misinterpretation of a geophysical study per-
formed by PacifiGorp that identified the faults. This error is acknowleged, although it
does not intluence the conclusions of the analysis.

Letters #414a Procedure comments from Appel & Warlaumont on behalf of Castle Valley Spe-
cial Services District, and Nielsen & Senior, on behafi of Huntington-Cleveland
Inigation Co, and North Emery Wder Users Association. Comments are listed
with reference to Letter #4, because Letter #4astates only that 1le respectfully
join in the comments being filed by Castle Valley Special Services District con-
cerning the above-referenced matter...'

on Page 3, first paragraph

Gomment 43: tn this case, the EnvironmentalAssessment (EA) failed to adequately recog-
nize and consider the full implications and environmental consequences resulting from
approvat of .Lease-By-Application No. 11' (the'Lease Applicaion'). As a result, further
analysis in the form of an Environmental lmpact Statement (ElS) is required before an
inwesible commitment of resources to further coal development is made'

Response: We disagree. The EA addressed the cumulative effects of the existing
mining operation (Chlpter l. E. History, Background, and Potential Mining Scenarios,
pg. Lt, other resource activities proposed in the vicinity of the proieA area (Chapter
i. F. Otner Activities Affecting Cumulative lmpacts, P9. l$; Tables lV-A, B, C' pg' lV-21
through lv-26), and mining of the new tract under each altemative (chapter l. E. History'
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Background, and Pot€ntial Mining Scenarios, pg. l-5; Appendix B, Reasonably Forese+
able Developrnent Scenario). Effects of mining the new tract for each altemative were
based on a heasonabiy Foreseeable Denrelopment Scenario presented as Appendix B
(conceptual mine planltha included underground mining and reasonably foreseeable
surface disturbance. A suriace coat development drill plan was also forecast (Chapter
l. F. CIher Activities Afiecfing Cumulative lmpacts, pg. l-6). The discussions of impaas
in Chapter 4 consider all aaivities.

lrreversible commitments of resources were adequately addressed and will be consid-
ered in the decision. lrrenrersible commitments of resources involved with the decision
that are reasonably fseseeable would include removal of the coal which is a non-
renewable resource, and potential changes in tOpography that would result from
mining-induced subsiderrce.

As documented in the EA" reasonably foreseeable impaas would not be significant.
Therefore, an Erwironmental lmpact Statement is not required. All of the significance
criteria in the CEQ reguldions have been listed and addressed.

I .lmpacts thai may be both benellclal and adverse. A slgnlflcant effect.-may
exiit even lf the Federat agency belleves that on batance the effect wlll be
beneflcial'.

The aaion will create an important beneficial impact by maintaining the produc-
tion of cod from the Crandall Canyon Mine which ensures iobs and economic
heahh to local communities. Under the selected aftemdive, there will be no
significant impacts to non-mineral resources. Neither the bene{icial or negative
impaas are e)GBordinary. The impacts and benefits are typical and reasonable
for underground coal mining activity on the Wasatch Pldeau.

2 'The degree to whlch the proposed actlon affects publlc'health or safetf.

Noted concems for prblic health and safety included potential adverse impacts
to the culinary wdef source at Linle Bear spring, and safety o-f Forest Ysers.
Under the selected atternative, the area considered to be within the recharge

' areafor the spring wasi removed from leasing, thereby minimizing potential risk
to human health ano satety. The analysis indicates only minor hazard to Forest
users would resuh from mining the tract.

3 .Unlgue characterlstlcs of the geographlc area such as prorlmlty to hlstorlcal
or culturat rssouness, parf nnds, oi prlme farmlands, wellands, wlld and
scenic rivers, or ecologically critlcal areas'.

No significant histodcalor cuftural resources will be €ffected (EA page lV-9 and
10). The entire Forest, including the Mill Fork Coal Leasetract, does not contain
prime farmland, rangeland and forest lands (Forest Plan pge ll-57)' Nor does
ihe site containfloodplains, eligible or designated wild orscenic rivers, or ecolog-
ically criticalare:!s. Smallpothole-typewetlands occurthroughoutthe leasetract'
but the analysb determined that mining will not dfect thern.

4 .The degree ts whlch the effects on the quallty of the human environment are
likely to be hlghly controverslal'.
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6lomdion received during scoping and the predecisionat revietry period for the
EA indicated concern for the impacts to water resourcs due to mining, most
notably lOr the effects to the culinary water source at Liule Bear spring and the
catchment area above Ritda Carryon springs. Evaluation of numerous studies on
the Un|e Bear spring show the commonality of a recharge source from the
north-northwest. The selection of the alternative designed to remove the re-
charge source and the watershed where the spring occurs lrom the lease ract
will respond to any controversy sunounding impacts to the water source. There
was IX) other controvesy identifted among resource professionals addressing
the anticipated direct, indirect, or cumulative effects, or the effectiveness of the
proped mitigation measures designed to address the resource issues.

'The degree to whlch the posslble effects on the human envlronment are
hlghly uncertaln or Involve unlque or unknown rlsks'.

Coal mining has been a common and important element of the localeconomy
and culture since the late 1800s. The impacts of underground coal mining on the
Forest have been observed and monilored for many years, and the possible
effects and risks are well understood. Enhanced understanding of the local
ecosyslems and seleAion of the ahernative to ma(imize environmental protec-
tion ensures that the human environment will not be effected by unique or
unknorn risks.

.The degree to whlch the actlon may establlsh a precedent for future actlons
with slgnlflcant effects or represents a declslon In prlnclple aboul a future
conslderation'.

The Forest Plan made the area available for further consideration for coal leasing,
and rnade findings relative to unsuitability criteria. Leasing of specific tracts is
authorized on a case-by-case basis, and environmental analyses are completed
based on site-specific information. Goal leasing has been performed in this area
since 1920, therelore leasing this tract is not precedent-setting. This action will
not influence ftrture considerations of coal leasing.

.l/t/hether the aetlon ls related to other actlons wlth individually insigniflcant
but cumulatlvely slgnlflcant lmpacts. Slgniflcance exlsts if lt ls reasonable to
anticipale a cumulatfuely slgnlflcant lmPact on the etwlronment. Slgniflcance
cannot be avolded by termlng an actlon temporary ot by breaklng it down Into
small component parls'.

ThiS action, connected agtions, and past, present and reasonably foreSeeable
ftrture actions were determined not to be cumulatively signilicant (EA lV-1 7 to 26).
The EA addressed the cumulative effects of the existing mining operation (Chap-
ter l. E. History, Background, and Potential Mining Scenarios, pg. l-5), other
resource activities proposed in the vicinity of the project area (Chapter l. F. Other
Activities Affecting Gumulative lmpacts, pg. l€; Tables M-A, B, C' pg. lV-21
through M-26), and mining of the netv ract under each altemative (Chapter l- E.
History, Background, and PotentialMining Scenarios, Pg. l-5;Appendix B, Rea-
sonaUy Foreseeable Dwelopment Scenario). Effects of mining the new tract for
each altemative were based on a Reasonably Foreseeable Development Sce-
nario presented as Appendix B (conceptual mine plan) that included under-
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ground mining and reasonably foreseeable surface disturbance. A surface coal

devetopment Oritt ptan was alio forecast (Chapter l. F. Otherlctivities Affecting
Cumulative lmpacis, pg. l-6). The discussions of impacts in Chapter 4 consider
ail aaivities. tne expiieO efeas are consistent within the limits analyzed in the

Forest Plan FEIS. tjnder the selected alternative, there will be minimal impacts
on resources which will not lead to cumulatively significant impacts.

g 'The degree to whlch the actlon may adveraely affect dletrlcts, sltes, hlgh'
ways, structures, or oblects llsted in or ellglble lor llstlng In th€ Natlonal
Reilster ot Hlstorlc Plates or may cause loss or destructlon of elgnlllcant
sclentlflc, cultural, or hlstorlc reSoulces'.

No known objects on or adiacent to the lease tract are listed or are eligible for

the National iegister of Histbric Places. No significant heritage_ resources will be

affected by the;ctiqn (EA page lll-23; Proiect File). A Forest Service coal lease

stipulation provides a measuie to protect heritage resources in case they are

unexpectedly encountered.

9 'The degree to whlch the actlon may adversely affect an endangered or

threatenld species or its habitst that has been determined to be critlcal
under the Endangered Specles Ac't of 1973'.

The Biological Evatuation/BiologicalAssessment completed for this project has

a no effec-t determination. tne US Fish and Wildlile Service was consulted on

application of unsuitability criteria, to which they concuned with the Forest

Servicefinding (EA page lV-8; Project File). Additionally, they concurred with the

Forest Service determination in their July 16th response'

10 .Whether the actlon threatens a vlotatlon ol Federal, State, or local law or

requirements lmposed for the protectlon of the envlronmenf-

The anatysis did not identify any adverse effects thd threaten a violation of

Federal or state laws designed to protect the environment.

on Page 3, last paragraPh

Comment 44: Approval of Lease-By-Application No. 11 would violate NEPA and its impl+

menting regulations. By failing to iOeqratety explore, define, understand and consider

significant environmental factors until after apprwat d the leases, the agency will have

irr-ariwably committed public lands to furthei coal development absent compliance with

NEPA

Response: Asyou have implied, the leasing and mine permining process are separate

but connected or staged'processes, with leasing proceeding the mine permitting

process. tn orderto Uaietni leasing decision on sound informationthat considers both

ifre impacts of leasing and mining,-a Reasonably Foreseeabte Dwelopment Scenario

(conceptuat mine ptinl was deGioped by the BLM in coperation with the leasing

proponent, lmpacts of this mining scenario and other reasonably foreseeable lease

developmem, such as drilling, we-re analyzed. There{ore, the leasing decision will be

made based on reasonab$ f6reseeable lease development Even though not required

under the leasing taws anO regulation, the lease proponent submitted their proposed
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rnineplantotheBuMaloitwasusedindeve|opingtheReasonably^Foreseeable
Devebpment Scenario. mis piLiOeJ us with 

" 
u"'y'it"""t" scenario and analysis'

on Page 3, last ParagraPh

Ccmment45:|nthisinstanc€,theBLMmaynot..ry:t i fyi lsfai|uretocomptywithNEPA
through the EA process by.claimirigli-"i tn'i"qui'"O 'Jui"* anO anatysis has prwiousty

oeen perrormd and may o" to,iio'i,i,." p*".,:y:rv pi"p"i"O NEPA documents' The

required ,urJri i'torr"tion 
"no "n""rv.i" 

It Itot found in those documents'

Response: No other NEPIdocuments L9'ei::d 
as a substitute to completing a

.o*pr"h"nrive anatysis for t#;;; t; Th" E'l is a site-specific analysis of the lease

tract upon which rhe teasing ;=Jfi;;]u q" t"0." oi in" 
"iptaiue 

officials' lt is tiered

to the Forest Plan and ro'"" 
'pi]'i;ts: 

;no-R"to'oib""ition that do-:YT"n' decisions

regaroiniavaitabitity ot r.r"tio"iiii'r-"r, SV't"1111iJrt t'nn"t 
"onsideration 

for coal

teasing ii specific coar urnipi!]tir" ur","Js"1"1t A;;;ii;t;st Plan' Ap.pendix c' coal

suitabiliry and Multipl"-ur"''iil,iJgtt91 -e1"y"i'iii'' 
rnt Forest Plan prescribes

Fores-wlde Direction tcnapteiliL ig. lll35 a"d d;;';;j t"n"g-"teil emphasis for

specif icrandareascarred"i"?l"i;lBt|i5fgl;i[:::lm:?::"tg::tH!
Xfj:i,"'X'ru;flffi :::i;l3l$i'l1X['?1?fiffi ;*;i;nr"*ourobemanasedand
rrhar restrictions would o" ,lq]ir"i'io t"" r"*J-oorrcv' and goals' Tiering to upper

levetdocuments such * 'nJil'"J'p-t"nlo'"tt 
pr5i"Er'd' *dhecord ol Decision are

*pp,oj,i"t" under *q,11* c"eii,"ilfuion, too?i-nl'soz 2and 1508.28), and the

Minerat Leasi ng Act of I gzo l'""-"';"n'o'J by,n"'r "oi 
t"i c odle asi n g A m e n d m ents Act

of 't975'

lntormationfromotherenvironmenta|documentsisincorporatgqbyreference,but
rhese documefis were *, li."i * 

"l'OJit''" 
t"t -V p"*Lns of the current analysis'

on Page 4, first ParagraPh

Gornmerrt45:TheEAfai|edtoaddressthec'iteriaprovidedbvtheCounci|onEnvironmen.tareuaritvrcEo)RrYtdp1:fi :i"fftrei;t11"-IX'i'ifi'J.;g;;m*t"?'fi :ffi-"t:i:i
*:T,fi"tr5*!n:llffi fl::'"T#iiillilll!ffiil!"'r'"r11v31v'impactedarea
and, instead, has chosena roi-#Jonrv rd""tv. 

"ivti"l 
in an areathat represents onty

a small ptntn of the 'actual' impacted area'

Response:Wedisagree.TheEAisconsistent_w-iththeGEQregu|ationsandcumu|ative
impacts wilhin ano aolacerifto in" tract were addressed'

Thespacialextefltofimpactsaredifferent|o1a|mosteveryltsou.lceconsidered.As
exampte, the economi" #n"fi" are tocat 

"" 
dl';:;"tiott*io" yh"'t" the impacts to

topography from mrnngj"Jr""O subsidence;;*il; to mined areas within the

tract. ln addition, ,n" 
"p""iJ;;4; *p*llt""-* 

weu oe1neg-such that a finite

boundary can be orawn rrre discussions or."Jt'""t" tor each resource category In

chapter 4 assume 
",".*"" 

Jpffiile;i*itrrlut,ln marry cPeli lctua|ty 
delining a

strici ooundary rine. a" ii."r&"d, the impact#l"",ffi-ina rining are expected.to

beminimalandgenerafV'f"r"fi,"O'('*t'piiont"ittt"n"pinAionandsocioeconomlc)'
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required mitigations, and prior experience' The intent of further site-specific analyses

is to base NEPA and required-o#isions on the actual locations not knoi/n during the

leasing anatYsis'

on Page 9, subheading dter second paragraph

Comment50:THEFoREsTPt^N-sPEc|ALcoALLEASESTIPU|-ATIoNSARE|NSUFF|.
CIENT AND REQUIRE UPDATING.

Response:ThecommentisgeneralIn".Y'"'."]ativetotheForestP|an,andthe|ener
only speci5catly identiftes'nuiran use' needing to be included in stipulation 17 (see also

comment 7).

The Forest P|an, Forest P|an FE|S, and Record of Decision adequately addressed coa|

devebpment and establisn"i Foiirrt service special Goal Lease stipulations thd must

beconsideredonasite.sp".iri"u""i,.Theyhaveproventobeeffectivetothepresent
in accomplishingthe intended non'mineral resource protection' monitoring' and mitiga-

rion. They have been 
"n"rr"ni"jil"""Jn?"i"":"l"t 

appeals, lnterior Board of Land

eppeat rkews, as well as informal Jhallenges, but have been upheld and proven

effeaive'

ln addition,theForestplan requireslurthersite-speciftc analysis of proposalsto provide

required sire-specificttv tor r.rEpn related decisions that could not be singledout in a

Forest-wide anatysis 
"u.n ".ii" 

for;pfan FEIS. The management requirements in

the Forestplan and unsuitability criteria must be re-evaluated during site-specific evalu-

ations to address any changed or unforeseen conditions' The Forest Plan and Forest

n"n riiJn;;F;" to b"e remarkably accurate and efieaive.

Managernentdecisionsregardingcoa||easingar-edocumentedintheForestPlanand
are not outdded (Forest pran lFoiest-wide direction, pg. llt35 and 36; Management

Unit Requirements, pg. t[-dinrough sz;lqPendtx e, i'lineralstipulations and Mitiga-

fion Staremenrs: Appendi* i, do"iijnsutta6iiity and triultiple Use Management Evalua-

tion; and throughout the FEIS)'

on Page 14, end of first ParagraPh

Comment5l:A||oringaddit iona|coa|miningactivit iestooccurwithintheManti{aSal
Nationa|foresttothedetrimentofthesewatersourceswoutdvio|ateCongressionalpolicy
under MUSiA to protect this important watershed'

Response:TheEAhasdeterminedthatofieringtheleaseunderAlternative4wou|dnot
betothe.detrimentottnesewatersourcesither€fore,thewatershedsandwater
sourceswoutd be ro"qu"tli"piti"lJr"oer.llaeericaog,l,"l::*jesulations' 

rhe

Muttip|+Usesustainedvieronarecognizesminera|sas|egitimateandimportantuses
ol National Forest System lands'

on Page 14, second ParagraPh

Gomment52:SuchProiectsmustdemonstratethe-engineering"ng.::oT*icfeasibilityto
restore affecied lands to usefulness lor forestry, agricJture, reireation' or other beneficial

prrpo"".'io. rrre gn is devoid of any discussion of such proiects.
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on Page 20, second paragftph

Comment 55: In order to address this deficiency in baseline dda, the Data Adequacy
package must be updated, or th€ roquired PHC will be inaccurate, :xi well as the resulting
CHIA. Further, the EA must address this lack of baseline informdion, and the alternatives
must include meiaures to collect baseline data to insure the accuracy of the mandated PHC
and cHlA.

Response: Dda has been determined to be more than adequate to meet the require-
ments of the Uinta$outhwestem Utah Coal Region Data Adequacy Standards and to
make the leasing decision.

The pHC and CHIA are not solely dependent on data used in the leasing analysis, wen
though the dda is probably atso adequate to make the mine permit decisions. The PHC
and CHIA thd will bg prepared during the mine permitting process will consider all
informaion available at the time and addilional data compiled by the operator and
DMsion of Oil, Gc and Mining and any other agency, comparry, or individual. The lease
stipulations (Appendix A of the DN/FONSI/Rationale) and minimum standards for a
Mining and Reclamation Plan and Permit (30 CFR 717.17 Protection of the Hydrologic
System, 30 CFR 784.14 Hydrologic lnformation) already require adequate baseline data
needed to insure the accuracy of the PHC and CHIA.

on Page 20, third paragraph

Gomment 56: The environmental costs of collecting and analyzing this baseline data must
be considered in determining whether coalexists in commercial quantities.

Response: The BLM has determined that coal exists in commercial quantities as
documented in the Tract Delineation Report, Reasonably Foreseeable Development
Scenario, and the EA Considering the amount, quality, and value of minable coal
rese1es in the tract (see EA Chapter lll.F. Socioeconomics, pg. lll-22 and 23 and
Chapter M.F. Socioeconomics, pg. lV-9). There is no qustion that the coal can be
economically mined after all operating cos"ts, including data collection, monitoring,
reclamation, €tc.

on Page 21, end of page

Commeril 52: The Mitt Fork EA faits because it does not prwide sufficient evidence and
analysis in order to determine whether to prepare an erwironmental impact statement of a
fincting cf no significant impaA and to support that decision. 40 C.F.R. 1508.9. As a result,
tne agencies, as well as the public, are insufficiently informed and a finding of 'no significant
impacf may not legally be reached. Because it cannot be determined that the action would
not have a significant efieA on the human environment, and erwironment impad statement
must be prepared. 40 C.F.R. 't508.13.

Besponse: We disagree. The EA established through thorough analysis of cumulative
impicts tha significant impacts are not anticipated, therefore an Environmental lmpact
Statement is rpt needed. Public involvement has been prwirled consistentwith NEPA,
CEQ regulations, and Forest Service regulations and policy. The public has been
aOequaely informed and prwided an opportunity to participate in the process consid-
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ering the scope of the project and ana$sis (See Chapter V. Personnel and Public
Involvement).
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